Parenting in the context of poverty is accompanied by heightened stress and heightened stakes. How parents respond to poverty-related stress has important implications for family functioning, but research investigating individual differences in low-income mothers' and fathers' responses to financial stress and their associations with parents' concurrent psychosocial adaptation is lacking. A better understanding of differences in stress responses among low-income parents is required to develop and tailor prevention programs that meet these families' needs. This study applies latent profile analysis (LPA) to identify and describe profiles of financial stress responses (problem solving, emotion regulation, emotion expression, cognitive restructuring, positive thinking, acceptance, distraction, denial, avoidance, wishful thinking, rumination, intrusive thoughts, emotional arousal, physiologic arousal, impulsive action, emotional numbing, cognitive interference, escape, and inaction) and examines associations between profile membership and psychosocial functioning in low-income parents. Five profiles were identified that were distinguished by self-reported voluntary and involuntary financial stress responses: active (32% of sample), low (11%), high (11%), negative cognitive (NC; 17%), and average (29%) responders. Notable differences emerged on measures of life stress, economic hardship, psychopathology, and social support, with individuals in the NC responders profile reporting the most difficulty and members of the active responders profile reporting the greatest adaptation. These findings offer a more nuanced understanding of how mothers and fathers respond to chronic poverty-related stress and have valuable implications for intervention efforts to promote adaptive stress responses and psychosocial functioning in low-income families.
Chronic poverty-related stress is detrimental to mental and physical health and impedes interpersonal relationships. The family stress model posits that economic hardship leads to financial stress, which upsets interparental relationships and mental health and hinders relationship quality and parenting practices, ultimately contributing to poorer parent and child outcomes (Conger, Rueter, & Conger, 2000) . Parenting is a stressful endeavor even for families not facing economic hardship, and chronic stress associated with poverty constrains resources available to parents and limits parents' ability to cope effectively, thus increasing the likelihood for both parent and child maladaptation (Blair & Raver, 2012) . Parents in poverty are more likely to engage in harsh parenting practices including corporal punishment and are less likely to provide instrumental support, while children in these poor families are exposed to greater family conflict (Conger & Donnellan, 2007; Grant et al., 2003) . Thus, parenting in the context of poverty is accompanied by heightened stress and heightened stakes. To best meet these families' needs it is necessary to understand individual differences in how mothers and fathers respond to financial stress and how these differences are linked with parents' psychosocial functioning.
Individuals vary greatly in how they respond to financial stress, and some responses are associated with better psychosocial functioning compared with others. Few studies have investigated individual differences in how parents respond to financial stress, intentionally and automatically, or how these patterns of stress responses are associated with psychosocial functioning. There is a particular dearth of person-centered research investigating how parents respond to poverty-related stress. Accordingly, this study applies latent variable modeling techniques to identify and describe profiles of financial stress responses among low-income parents, and investigates differences in psychosocial measures (life stress, economic hardship, psychopathology, and social support) based on parents' financial stress response profiles.
The responses to stress (RTS) framework outlines three latent categories of voluntary stress responses (i.e., coping) and two latent categories of involuntary stress responses (ISRs; Figure 1 ; Connor-Smith, Compas, Wadsworth, Thomsen, & Saltzman, 2000) . Coping involves effortful emotional, cognitive and behavioral responses selected to manage environmental stress and encompasses engagement and disengagement strategies. Primary control engagement coping strategies (PCEC), directly target a stressor or one's own reactions to a stressor (e.g., problem-solving, support seeking) and secondary control engagement coping strategies (SCEC) maximize person-environment fit (e.g., acceptance, cognitive reappraisal). Disengagement coping strategies (DC), which are enacted to avoid a stressor or one's own reactions to a stressor (e.g., denial, wishful thinking), comprise the third coping category.
ISRs are automatic, unplanned reactions to environmental stress that similarly involve engaging with or disengaging from a stressor. Involuntary engagement (IESR) is defined as reactivity and attention to a stressor, and includes automatic responses such as physiologic arousal and intrusive thoughts. Involuntary disengagement (IDSR) is an unintentional response to avoid or distance from a stressor, and it includes responses such as emotional numbing and cognitive interference. ISRs interact with coping (e.g., Connor-Smith & Compas, 2004; Wolff, Santiago, & Wadsworth, 2009) , may interfere with the ability to employ effective coping strategies (Bendezú, Perzow, & Wadsworth, 2016; Compas, Connor, Thomsen, Saltzman, & Wadsworth, 1999) , and are associated with psychopathology (Wadsworth, Raviv, Compas, & ConnorSmith, 2005; Wadsworth, Raviv, Santiago, & Etter, 2011) . Though ISRs are automatic as opposed to effortful, they are malleable and therefore represent an especially important target of interventions to promote adaptive responses in the face of stress (Wadsworth, Raviv et al., 2011) .
In total, the RTS framework incorporates 19 unique stress responses that comprise the five domains discussed above (see Figure 1 ). These stress responses have predominantly been conceptualized as latent continua, with individuals exhibiting levels of responding on each that comprise a variety of related behavioral strategies (e.g., Skinner, Edge, Altman, & Sherwood, 2003) . Variable-centered approaches to studying stress responses indicate that PCEC and SCEC is generally associated with better psychosocial functioning whereas DC and ISRs are linked to poorer outcomes (de Tommaso, Federici, Loiacono, Delussi, & Todarello, 2014; Eisenbarth, 2012; Wadsworth et al., 2005; Wadsworth, Raviv, et al., 2011) . Importantly, responding to poverty-related stress is a dynamic, multifaceted process in which many responses across factors interact rather than occur in isolation (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984 ). An individual who uses a combination of engagement and DC strategies likely has different psychosocial outcomes than another individual who relies exclusively on disengagement strategies, and ISRs may exacerbate maladaptive coping or dampen the effectiveness of adaptive coping. Research has not investigated these theoretically indicated individual differences in financial stress responses.
A more nuanced understanding of financial stress responses requires elucidating patterns or profiles of multiple responses This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
within individuals (Lazarus, 2000) . Identifying individuals who report high levels of problem solving, positive thinking, wishful thinking, and intrusive thoughts, for example, may be more informative than continuing to measure broad domains such as engagement and DC and ISRs independently. For instance, one of the few extant studies to consider coping as a multifaceted behavior found that the interaction between problem-and emotion-focused coping, but neither response style independently, predicted perceived stress levels (Sideridis, 2006) . Taking a person-centered approach to studying responses to financial stress offers the potential to uncover patterns of responses that may be more or less adaptive for parents in the context of poverty, and could inform targeted intervention efforts aimed at promoting adaptive functioning among highly stressed populations. A select number of studies have approached the study of coping using person-centered methods, though no study that we are aware of has included both ISRs and effortful coping responses. Many of the extant studies investigating individual differences in stress responses have utilized homogeneous middle-class samples and have identified three or four profiles of coping strategies using cluster analysis techniques (e.g., Doron, Trouillet, Maneveau, Neveu, & Ninot, 2015; Eisenbarth, 2012; Tze, Daniels, Klassen, & Li, 2013) . Doron et al. (2015) , for example, identified four coping profiles among college students: high copers, adaptive copers, avoidant copers, and low copers. A few studies have measured coping in samples facing elevated levels of stress, such as cancer survivors (Hamilton, Agarwal, Carter, & Crandell, 2011) , young adults at risk for substance abuse (Wong et al., 2013) , adults facing heightened levels of work-related stress (Astvik & Melin, 2013) , and older chronically ill patients (Stecz, Wrzesinska, Tabala, & Nowakowska-Domagala, 2017) . These profiles may be more informative than general coping scales because they capture the multidimensionality of coping and indicate that the level and combination of strategies is linked with numerous psychosocial outcomes. The present study builds on these previous studies by examining both effortful coping strategies and ISRs in a sample facing high levels of poverty-related stress.
The identification of coping profiles among both low-stress and high-stress samples has proven a useful direction for understanding adults' current functioning and future health-related behaviors, though there has been limited work in this area to date. Doron et al.'s (2015) four clusters were differentiated by both perceived stress and health behaviors, with adaptive copers and low copers reporting lower levels of stress and more healthy behaviors than avoidant copers and high copers. Other studies have used profiles to predict substance use behavior (Wong et al., 2013) , personal health and perceived quality of social services received (Astvik & Melin, 2013) , psychopathology and psychological distress (Eisenbarth, 2012; Herres, 2015; Maestas et al., 2014) , and quality of life or psychological adjustment (Maestas et al., 2014; Martinent & Nicolas, 2016) . Notably, profiles also appear to vary depending on cultural considerations (e.g., country of origin; Barker-Collo, Read, & Cowie, 2012; Tze et al., 2013) .
There is a dearth of research investigating individual differences in stress responses of impoverished parents in particular. One notable study identified parental profiles indicated by parent report of their family's reliance on specific coping strategies (e.g., acquiring social support, cognitive reframing), parents' use of external resources (e.g., public assistance programs), and their perceived adequacy of their family's resources (Maupin, BrophyHerb, Schiffman, & Bocknek, 2010) . We are not aware of other studies that have elucidated individual differences in stress responses among parents living with high levels of chronic stress such as economic insecurity. The present study addresses several limitations of existing research by considering multiple, distinct stress responses within persons, measuring both voluntary and ISRs simultaneously, and examining profiles of stress responses among low-income parents. Accordingly, the purpose of the present study is to (a) identify and describe profiles of voluntary and involuntary financial stress responses among low-income parents, and (b) explore how financial stress response profiles are associated with psychosocial functioning in the high-stress and highstakes context of parenting in poverty.
Method

Participants and Procedures
Coparenting couples were recruited for the Fathering, Relationship and Marriage Education intervention , an intervention designed to bolster low-income couples' abilities to cope effectively with financial hardship while minimizing ISRs. The full sample consists of 602 adults nested within 301 couples; the present study analyzed 588 adults nested within 294 couples due to 14 participants missing all data on the Responses to Stress Questionnaire (RSQ; Connor-Smith et al., 2000) . The present study analyzed only baseline (i.e., preintervention) data and each adult was considered individually, controlling for nesting within couples in all models: 62.6% were married, 15.3% were engaged, and 20.7% were dating. The analysis sample was 50.5% female and 34.8% Caucasian, 26.4% African American, 23% Hispanic, 5.5% American Indian or Alaska Native, 4.9% Biracial/Multiracial, 4.8% Other, and 0.7% Asian. In addition, analyzed participants ranged in age from 18 to 74 (M ϭ 32.44, SD ϭ 8.73) and 38.6% had a high school diploma, 27% had a GED, 13.9% had an associate's degree, 10.4% had a bachelor's degree, 3.1% had an advanced degree (e.g., MA), and 7.0% selected "other education."
Couples were recruited from the Denver, CO metro area via community organizations, flyers, and newspaper ads. Participants were informed that 75% of couples in the study would be randomized to one of three intervention groups (couples group, women's group, or men's group) and that the remaining 25% would be assigned to a no-treatment condition. Eligible couples consented to participate in any of the four treatment conditions, were at or below 200% of the federal poverty line, had lived together for at least 6 months, were coparenting at least one child under the age of 18, and spoke and read English proficiently. Questionnaires took one to two hours to complete and were administered by trained research assistants who were blind to condition. Participants were paid $40 each for completing the baseline assessment. All procedures were approved by the University of Denver Institutional Review Board (IRB protocol: 471720 -4, Fatherhoood, Relationship, and Marriage Education project).
Measures
RTS. Participants' ways of coping with and automatically responding to financial hardship were measured using the RSQ This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
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( Connor-Smith et al., 2000) . The RSQ consists of 57 items rated on a scale from 1 (not at all true) to 4 (very true) that assess 10 coping strategies and nine ISRs (see Figure 1 ). These 19 subscales load onto three broad effortful coping factors (PCEC, SCEC, DC), and two ISR factors (IESR, IDSR). The five-factor structure of the RSQ has been established among diverse, low-income samples, and the subscales have shown adequate internal consistency (␣s ϭ .67-.92; Connor-Smith et al., 2000) . Scale scores for each of the 19 stress response subscales were used in analyses. Demographics. Participants reported personal demographic information including their age, sex, race and ethnicity, income, education level, and relationship status.
Economic hardship. Economic strain was measured using the Economic Hardship Questionnaire (EHQ; Lempers, ClarkLempers, & Simons, 1989) . The EHQ consists of 11 items rated on a scale from 1 (never happened) to 4 (happened very often) that assess how often participants have made changes such as postponing medical care or applying for social welfare programs to make ends meet in the preceding 6 months. Higher scores indicate families who frequently postponed meeting basic needs in order to pay the bills. The EHQ has demonstrated adequate construct and predictive validity and reliability in diverse samples (␣ ϭ .85; Lempers et al., 1989; Wadsworth & Santiago, 2008) . A sum of participants' responses was used in analyses.
Life stress. Life stress was measured using a modified version of the Family Inventory of Life Events and Changes (McCubbin & Patterson, 1991) . This self-report questionnaire consists of 33 yes-or-no items that assess types of stressful events or changes that participants may have encountered in the past year. Events are classified into six domains: marital stress, work stress, illness and family care, family transitions, pregnancy and child stress, and financial stress and loss. The sum of endorsed events was used in analyses.
Depression. The Center for Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale (CES-D) is a 20-item self-report measure of depressive symptoms. Participants rate the frequency of symptoms on a scale from 0 (rarely or none of the time) to 3 (most or all of the time).
The CES-D has demonstrated good reliability across a variety of diverse samples (␣ ϭ .91; Radloff, 1977) . A sum of participants' responses was used in analyses.
Anxiety and global distress. The Brief Symptom Inventory (BSI) is a 53-item self-report that assesses a range of psychological symptoms and associated distress. Item responses are provided on a 5-point scale from 0 (not at all) to 4 (extremely). The Anxiety subscale and Global Severity Index were used in the present study. All subscales of the BSI have demonstrated adequate reliability (␣s ϭ .71-.85) and are highly correlated with a similar but much longer symptom inventory (rs ϭ .92-.98 with the Symptom Checklist-90-Revised; Derogatis, 1993) .
Social support. Social support was measured using the 12-item Interpersonal Support Evaluation List (IESL; Cohen & Hoberman, 1983) . Respondents indicated whether items were "probably true" or "probably false" over the past year. Items on the ISEL represent appraisal support (guidance and advice), belonging (acceptance, concern, and empathy), and tangible support (help or assistance). The sum across all three domains was used in analyses.
Analysis Plan
Data analysis was completed in two steps. The first step involved identifying and describing latent profiles of voluntary and involuntary financial stress responses using LPA (Gibson, 1959; Lazarsfeld & Henry, 1968) . The second step examined whether profile membership was related to sex, race and ethnicity, economic hardship, life stress, psychopathology, and social support.
LPA is a person-centered, as opposed to variable-centered, approach to uncovering patterns among multiple characteristics. Financial stress responses are multifaceted and specific strategies seldom occur in isolation. LPA allows for investigation of how various distinct financial stress response strategies co-occur within individuals at different levels and, thus, provides a more nuanced understanding of individual differences in coping and ISRs. In an LPA, two sets of parameters are of most interest: (a) latent profile membership probabilities (i.e., prevalences) that describe the distribution of the profiles, and (b) item-response means (and variances) that provide profile-specific means (and variances) of the stress response strategies. The item-response means are used to interpret and label profiles.
Model selection was guided by the Akaike information criterion (AIC; Akaike, 1974) , Bayesian information criterion (BIC; Schwarz, 1978) , sample size adjusted BIC (a-BIC; Sclove, 1987) , and entropy (Celeux & Soromenho, 1996) , as well as model stability, interpretability, and parsimony. Lower AIC, BIC and a-BIC values indicate more optimal model fit, and higher entropy values indicate higher classification utility. Theoretical and clinical interpretation was emphasized for the first step of identifying and describing latent profiles of financial stress responses. Model estimation was conducted using Mplus (Version 7.4; Muthén & Muthén, 1989 -2015 ; model identification for all models was checked using 1,000 initial stage starts and 100 final stage starts. Item-response variances were restricted to be equal across profiles.
In the second step, the association between profile membership and measures of psychosocial functioning were expressed as pairwise differences in the profile-specific means of economic hardship, life stress, psychopathology, and social support. Pairwise differences in the profile-specific distributions of sex were also examined. The colloquially termed "BCH approach" (Bolck, Croon, & Hagenaars, 2004; Vermunt, 2010; Bakk & Vermunt, 2016) was used to conduct the pairwise comparisons. This approach assigns participants to profiles based on their modal posterior probabilities and then adjusts for classification error in these assignments when estimating the profile-specific distributions. This approach is recommended currently in the methodological literature for analyses of this type (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014; Bakk & Vermunt, 2016; Dziak, Bray, Zhang, Zhang, & Lanza, 2016) . Pairwise comparisons were conducted using the BCH option in Mplus (Version 7.4; Muthén & Muthén, 1989 -2015 .
Results
Descriptive statistics for demographic characteristics, profile indicators, and measures of psychosocial functioning are presented in Table 1 . Models with 1-7 profiles were considered. As is common with LPA (e.g., Bray, Foti, Thompson, & Wills, 2014; Fosco & Bray, 2016; Lawrence & Zyphur, 2011 ) the AIC, BIC, and a-BIC were not minimized and continued to decrease as additional profiles were added; models with greater than seven This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
profiles were not considered due to difficulty with model identification. Entropy ranged from 0.87 (6-profile model) to 0.93 (2-profile model). Relative decrements in the fit criteria slowed for models with four or more profiles, and we considered carefully models with 4 -7 profiles. Table 2 . Profile 1 (32% prevalence) was characterized by average or significantly higher than average levels of strategies comprising the PCEC and SCEC domains, most notably problem solving and positive thinking strategies, and significantly lower than average levels of all strategies comprising the DC and IESR and IDSR domains; this profile was labeled "Active" responders. Profile 2 (11%) was characterized by significantly lower than average levels of all strategies (except acceptance) across all stress response This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
domains and was labeled "Low" responders. In contrast, Profile 3 (11%) was characterized by significantly higher than average levels of all strategies (except problem solving, emotional expression, and positive thinking) across all stress response domains and was labeled "High" responders. Profile 4 (17%), labeled "Negative Cognitive (NC)" responders, was characterized by the following: average levels of PCEC strategies; significantly lower than average levels of SCEC strategies; average or significantly higher than average levels of DC strategies, most notably wishful thinking; significantly higher than average IESRs; and average or significantly higher than average IDSRs, most notably cognitive interference and inaction. This label was based on previous research indicating that the combination of low positive cognitive responses (e.g., reappraisal, acceptance) and high negative cognitive response (e.g., rumination, denial) is associated with maladaptation, particularly depression (e.g., Alloy et al., 2000) . Finally, Profile 5 (29%) was characterized by average levels of all strategies (except intrusive thoughts) across all stress response domains and was labeled "Average" responders. Correlations among demographic variables and measures of psychosocial functioning are presented in Table 3 , and within-profile means and pairwise comparisons between profiles for sex and the psychosocial functioning measures are presented in Table 4 NC responders showed poorer adaptation than Active, Low, and Average responders across most measures of functioning. For example, compared with active responders, NC responders re-1 Measurement invariance in the item-response means across sex was unable to be tested explicitly due to underidentification of the model with freely estimated parameters. In addition, there were few differences between NC and high responders, with the exception that NC responders reported significantly higher levels of life stress than high responders (M NC ϭ 14.06, M High ϭ 12.10). Interestingly, Active and Low responders were similar in many ways. There were no significant differences between Active and Low responders on social support, anxiety, or global psychopathology: members of both profiles reported comparatively high levels of social support and comparatively low levels of anxiety and global psychopathology. Despite these similarities however, compared with Low responders, Active responders reported higher levels of economic hardship, life stress, and depressive symptoms. Finally, Average responders were more similar to Active and Low responders than to NC and High responders, but Average responders had levels of psychosocial functioning that tended to be worse than Active and Low responders, particularly on the psychopathology measures. In summary, these results suggest the following rank order of profiles from best to worst psychosocial functioning: Low, Active, Average, High, NC. Low responders were more likely to be male and NC responders were more likely to be female and to be White. There were few other demographic differences.
Discussion
The present study applied LPA to identify and describe voluntary and involuntary financial stress response profiles among lowincome parents and investigated how profile membership was associated with concurrent psychosocial functioning. Five distinct profiles were identified in this sample: Active, Low, High, NC, and Average responders. Profiles were distinguished by levels of effortful coping strategies and ISRs and predicted multiple measures of psychosocial functioning, including economic hardship, life stress, psychological distress (anxiety and depression symptoms as well as global symptoms of psychopathology), and social support. These differences extend the RTS framework (ConnorSmith et al., 2000) by offering a more nuanced understanding of parents' adaptation to financial stress than traditional variablecentered approaches. Specifically, findings illustrate that personcentered approaches for elucidating patterns of voluntary and Note. Race (White or non-White) and ethnicity (Hispanic or non-Hispanic) are dichotomous. CES-D ϭ Center for Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale; BSI ϭ Brief Symptom Inventory, NC ϭ Negative Cognitive responders. Superscripts indicate significant differences with other profiles (1 ϭ Active, 2 ϭ Low, 3 ϭ High, 4 ϭ NC, 5 ϭ Average; p Ͻ .001). a Latent profile membership was significantly associated with sex, race, and all measures of psychosocial functioning (p Յ .001), but not with ethnicity. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
involuntary financial stress responses is valuable for the study of parents' adaptation in the face of economic hardship. Results suggest that although related strategies tend to present together, mean levels on some stress responses vary across profiles more than others. Uncontrollable stress such as poverty is theorized to lead to difficulty identifying active coping solutions, which is particularly important considering that these strategies are more effective than disengagement strategies for managing uncontrollable stress (Wadsworth et al., 2005; Wadsworth, Raviv, et al., 2011) . Consistent with this, there was little variability across profiles in the mean levels of engagement coping strategies; means for problem solving, for example, ranged from 2.51 (Low) to 3.26 (Active) and means for cognitive restructuring ranged from 2.12 (Low) to 2.85 (High). Further, there were fewer significant differences between profile means and the overall sample means on engagement coping as compared with other stress responses. Active responders reported the highest levels of many types of engagement coping (problem solving, emotional expression, positive thinking), whereas the High responders reported the highest levels of nearly all other strategies. However, it is important to note that there was somewhat greater variability in reported levels of the different PCEC and SCEC strategies in the sample as a whole as compared with DC strategies and ISRs, and thus within each profile. Therefore, measuring engagement coping seems valuable for identifying individuals who may be more resilient in the face of economic hardship but may have limited use for understanding differences between profiles.
More consistent and conceptually meaningful differences were found across profiles on responses that are viewed as generally maladaptive. Specifically, profile means for wishful thinking, rumination, intrusive thoughts, emotional and physiologic arousal, impulsive action, cognitive interference, and inaction were significantly different from the overall sample means for the Active, Low, High, and NC responders. The only profile that consistently did not differ from the sample as a whole was the Average responders, hence the label. Thus, DC and ISRs were more useful for distinguishing unique financial stress response profiles than were engagement coping strategies. Generally, these patterns are consistent with the factor structure indicated by the RTS framework and support this theory by illuminating crossover between strategies viewed to be adaptive (i.e., PCEC and SCEC) and strategies viewed to be maladaptive (i.e., DC and ISRs). Importantly, these patterns also broaden our understanding of how the RTS framework operates holistically within individuals. These findings emphasize that, rather than being universally good or bad, financial stress responses may be more or less adaptive, depending on an individual's context and other behavioral tendencies. For example, low levels of problem solving and cognitive restructuring are widely considered to be maladaptive in variable-centered approaches, but the present findings indicate that in less stressful contexts low levels of these strategies are not associated with poorer psychosocial functioning. In contrast, high levels of strategies generally considered maladaptive, such as wishful thinking, rumination, and emotional numbing, appear to be maladaptive even for individuals who also make use of other more active strategies. Future research that elucidates conditions in which strategies generally viewed to be maladaptive may, in fact, be adaptive, and vice versa, will advance our understanding of individual differences in stress responses and psychosocial functioning.
Results from analyses investigating the predictive utility of financial stress response profiles for understanding psychosocial functioning among low-income parents further support the value of considering individual differences in strategy use in the face of poverty-related stress. Even after limiting interpretation of differences to ␣ Յ .001, profiles differed greatly on measures of economic hardship, life stress, psychopathology, and social support. Consistent with previous studies taking a variable-centered approach which concluded that lower levels of DC and ISRs are associated with greater adaptation (Wadsworth et al., 2005; Wadsworth, Raviv, et al., 2011) , the Active and Low responders reported the greatest adaptation (i.e., low levels of psychopathology, high levels of social support) and the NC responders reported the poorest adaptation (i.e., high levels of psychopathology, low levels of social support). These findings lend credence to labeling DC and ISRs as generally maladaptive, at least among parents facing poverty-related stress, as these responses to financial stress are concurrently associated with poorer psychosocial functioning in the present sample.
Notably, Low responders had the lowest levels of all financial stress responses and their reports of psychosocial functioning were the most adaptive. However, Low responders also reported the lowest levels of life stress of all five profiles; thus, this subgroup of low-income parents may have reported using low levels of all financial stress response strategies simply because they were not experiencing many stressful events with which they had to cope. This profile of parents may also have adequate levels of social support to manage the stress they are experiencing, as indicated by higher levels of social support reported by these individuals. These same individuals may also have confidence in their abilities to deal with stress when they experience it and, thus, may experience less maladaptive psychosocial outcomes such as depressive and anxiety symptoms.
Interestingly, Low responders were more likely to be male, whereas NC responders were more likely to be female and White. Although previous research has shown sex and race/ethnicity differences in stress responses (e.g., Tamres, Janicki, & Helgeson, 2002) , perceived stress (Barbosa-Leiker et al., 2013) , and rates of depression, anxiety, and other health outcomes (e.g., Adler & Snibbe, 2003; Cavanagh, Caputi, Wilson, & Kavanagh, 2016) , health disparities in the links between stress response profiles and health are understudied. It is critical that future research consider the intersection of multiple social identities (e.g., being female and non-White) when examining these associations (Williams et al., 2012) . In addition, the extent to which there are sex and race/ ethnicity differences in self-reported stress responses and which population subgroups, if any, tend to over-or underreport use of specific stress responses. For example, men may have underreported life stress and financial stress responses in the present study, resulting in greater prevalence of males in the Low responders profile. The potential for this phenomenon should be examined in future research.
Finally, High responders were similar to NC responders in their reports across measures of psychosocial functioning, indicating that although high responders reported greater use of engagement coping strategies, they experienced just as much maladaptation as those without these active coping skills. The primary distinction This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
between these two profiles in terms of psychosocial functioning was that the NC responders reported higher levels of life stress. These findings emphasize the value of identifying different types of responders before investigating how stress responses are associated with psychosocial functioning. Variable-centered approaches may suggest that everyone with high levels of engagement coping will have adaptive behavioral outcomes, when, in fact, the present study indicates that High responders have outcomes that are as maladaptive as NC responders. Further, especially high reported use of DC strategies and ISRs in response to financial stress appears to be detrimental for psychosocial functioning even in the presence of additional, more adaptive, coping skills. These findings suggest that individuals in these profiles require different interventions: NC responders may benefit from interventions that increase engagement coping skills and decrease DC and ISRs, whereas High responders may only need help to decrease DC and ISRs. Taken together with results from the Active responders, more use of active coping strategies may only be beneficial when maladaptive strategy use is low. The possibility that concurrently high levels of ISRs interfere with the effectiveness of effortful coping strategies (Bendezú et al., 2016; Compas et al., 1999) warrants further empirical investigation.
There is great diversity in low-income parents' experiences of life stress and economic hardship. There is also a great deal of individual variability in psychopathology and perceived social support. These measures of psychosocial functioning all appear to be linked with the specific patterns of financial stress responses that parents employ. The present findings suggest that parents who report more maladaptive financial stress responses (e.g., wishful thinking, rumination) are at risk for poorer psychosocial functioning whether or not they also engage in more adaptive financial stress responses (e.g., emotional expression, positive thinking). Multidimensional profiles may be more informative than broad coping factors, particularly for understanding individual differences in adaptation to stress and how to improve intervention effectiveness by targeting groups of individuals most likely to benefit (Kaluza, 2000) . Specifically, the present findings indicate that intervention efforts designed to decrease maladaptive strategies may be more beneficial for low-income families than intervention efforts devoted solely to increasing adaptive strategy use.
The current study tested a few demographic predictors of profile membership, including sex race and ethnicity, age, relationship status (married/engaged/dating), and length of relationship. In general, these factors did not aid in distinguishing profiles of financial stress responses in this sample, with the exception of sex for Low responders and sex and race for NC responders. However, future work should further explore contributions of race and ethnicity, individual characteristics such as personality traits, and relationship factors such as marital satisfaction that may further account for differences across profiles of financial stress responses. This study also relied on self-report across all measures and profiles were determined using only one measure of stress responses. Future studies should incorporate multiple informants to provide a more inclusive assessment of psychosocial functioning and limit bias that can arise from shared method variance. Additionally, longitudinal data are needed to test causal associations between stress responses and psychosocial adaptation. Finally, the sample used in this study represents an often overlooked portion of the population for whom voluntary and involuntary RTS are particularly relevant, given their life contexts. More research is needed to elucidate individual differences in stress responses in groups facing elevated chronic environmental stress.
This study applied a person-centered analytic approach to better understand how multiple financial stress responses co-occur within individuals and to elucidate how these individual differences relate to psychosocial functioning in low-income parents. This approach revealed five distinct profiles of stress responses that predicted qualitatively different psychosocial outcomes, indicating that individual differences in financial stress response profiles have measurable and substantive implications for parents facing chronic economic hardship. This profile-based conceptualization offers a more nuanced understanding of voluntary and involuntary financial stress responses and offers valuable insight for informing prevention and intervention efforts to promote adaptation and reduce maladaptation in the face of poverty-related stress.
